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Abstract
Burnout and attrition among special education teachers has become a major problem in
public schools today. Stress in the classroom, stemming mostly from inappropriate
student behaviors, is one of the key sources of teacher burnout. Disciplinary styles and
self-efficacy contribute to the risk of burnout. The authoritative disciplinary style is
ideal in the classroom. Teachers work with students and negotiate with them, and the
students develop a sense of responsibility in the classroom. Teachers who have a high
sense of self-efficacy generally adopt the authoritative approach and have a lower degree
of burnout. The results of this study indicate that authoritative secondary special
education teachers who have a high sense of teaching efficacy and personal teaching
efficacy have lower degrees of depersonalization and higher degrees of personal
accomplishment as related to stress and burnout.
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Relationship of Secondary Special Educators' Disciplinary Style to Teacher Burnout and
Teacher Self-Efficacy
The number of special education teachers is decreasing. More and more teachers
of exceptional children are either leaving the profession or moving to regular education
classrooms (Miller, Brownell, & Smith, 1999). The reason they are leaving is because
they are experiencing too much stress in the classroom, and this is leading to feelings of
burnout. Studies by Fimian (1987) have indicated that attrition among teachers is due to
several factors in the school, including student behavior and discipline problems,
caseload size, too much paper work, and teachers' lack of recognition and authority.
Despite these factors, burnout may actually be related to the teachers' actions
that elicit inappropriate behaviors from the students and to the teachers' sense of
efficacy. Teachers may be able to control whether or not they feel burned out by
changing their own actions and attitudes in the classroom and adopting the authoritative
disciplinary style. Also, teachers who have a high sense of self-efficacy may have the
confidence they need to implement the authoritative method and decrease their degree of
burnout.
Review of Related Literature

Burnout and Stress Among Special Educators-�When teachers do not have the capacity to meet environmental demands, stress
occurs. Stress can lead to varying degrees of emotional, behavioral, and physical
manifestations (Milstein, Golaszewski, & Duquette, 1984). More and more teachers,
especially those who teach special education students, are becoming frustrated and
dissatisfied with their jobs as a result of this stress. Special educators generally spend an
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average of only six years in the classroom (Wisniewski & Gargiulo, 1997). They are
either finding new jobs outside of education, or they are moving to regular education
classrooms (Miller et al., 1999).
Feitler and Tokar (1982) found that high school teachers have higher levels of
stress than junior high or elementary school teachers. Also, teachers ages 31 to 44
reported higher levels of stress, while teachers ages 30 and under and 45 and over
reported lower levels of stress.
Maslach and Jackson (1981) defined burnout as a psychological problem
stemming from emotional stress in the workplace. When teachers reach a final point in
which they experience a loss of their effectiveness in the classroom, due to extreme
stress over time, then they have burned out. The teachers are unable to defeat the stress
from their jobs, and they cannot achieve the goals and rewards that they consider
important when relating to students. Teachers' efforts alone cannot overcome the stress,
leading to strain and negative outcomes. Over time, satisfaction, involvement, and
motivation will deteriorate because the effort and outcome are unbalanced. Many
teachers feel that they are putting forth a great deal of effort, only to have students who
do not care about school (Blase, 1982).
Three subcomponents of burnout have been defined by Maslach and Jackson
(1981): emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment.
Emotional exhaustion comes from feelings of being overextended and fatigued by one's
work. Depersonalization happens when an individual has impersonal feelings towards
those who are under the care of that individual. High levels of emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization indicate a high degree of burnout. On the other hand, personal
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accomplishment involves feelings of capability and success in one's work. When
feelings of personal accomplishment are high, the degree of burnout is low.
The stress that teachers experience in the classroom leads to burnout. Teachers
who have trouble providing a structured environment may suffer emotional problems
and feelings of failure that lead to burnout. They become dissatisfied and feel that they
can no longer be committed to the teaching profession. Burnout is a response to the
stress and dissatisfaction that classroom teachers face (Wisniewski & Gargiulo, 1997).
Many factors both in and out of the classroom contribute to teacher stress
(Wisniewski & Gargiulo, 1997). Major sources of stress and burnout are interactions
between teachers and students (Friedman, 1995). Some of these interactions include
behavior and discipline problems, lack of enthusiasm and drive on behalf of the
students, teachers' feelings of responsibility for the social and academic outcome of
their students, and not having enough resources at the school (Milstein et al., 1984). The
number one cause of stress is continuous behavior problems by a few students in the
classroom (Feitler & Tokar, 1982).
According to Blase (1982), stressful student behavior includes students'
indifference, absenteeism, and disciplinary problems. In a paper presented at the
American Educational Research Association annual meeting, Hoerr and West (1992)
indicated that of all of the possible causes of stress that lead to burnout among teachers,
the main cause is disciplinary problems. They found strong correlations between the
amount of misbehavior and teachers' feelings of emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization (as cited in Friedman, 1995). Stress among teachers who teach
students with emotional and behavioral disorders is especially high because of the
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discipline problems and the tension that stem from student misbehavior (Zabel & Zabel,
1982).
Some special education classrooms have students who have extreme behavioral
and disciplinary problems. These students are disruptive, hurtful, argumentative,
defiant, aggressive, and not liked by many of the students in the classroom. They have a
variety of problems, including behavioral disorders, emotional disturbances, conduct
disorders, oppositional disorders, and attention deficit hyperactivity disorders. They
refuse to be compliant within a realistic time period over 40% of the time (Rhode,
Jenson, & Reavis, 1992).
If teachers cannot control these students, they cannot control the entire class.
Too many disruptions occur, and academic learning time is decreased. The students are
frustrated, and the teacher is frustrated, leading to stress: the leading cause of teacher
attrition. The behaviors of these difficult students contribute to the teachers' desires to
leave the teaching profession (Rhode et al., 1992). Teachers can attempt to decrease
student misbehavior in their classrooms in order to create a more effective learning and
instructional environment for everyone involved. If teachers change their attitudes and
disciplinary styles, their levels of stress may decrease.
Models ofParental Control

Three different models of parental control are often used when assessing parental
styles and how they affect children's behaviors. These three models of discipline are
referred to as authoritarian, permissive, and authoritative (Baumrind, 1966). These
parenting behaviors are much like teacher behaviors. The disciplinary actions that
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parents use may have the same effect on a teacher's students as they do on parents'
children.
Authoritarian style ofdiscipline. Authoritarian parents have a tendency to be
very controlling. They want their children to obey strict rules, and they are very
restrictive toward their children. Parents and children do not have open lines of
communication or mutual understanding between them. Authoritarian parents do not
negotiate with their children or explain reasons for the rules they set. Obedience, strict
order, and structure are necessary in an authoritarian home. Consequences for
misbehavior often result in punishment and force (Baumrind, 1966).
Children who have authoritarian parents are less likely to be self-sufficient in
academic areas, and they usually do worse in school than their peers (Dornbusch, Ritter,
Leiderman, Roberts, & Fraleigh, 1987). Children who are accustomed to the
authoritarian disciplinary style have a tendency to misbehave more often. They are
neither cooperative nor friendly (Baumrind, 1991). The oppressiveness of their parents
does not allow these children the freedom to help make decisions and choices in their
lives. Therefore, they have a low sense of self-confidence and self-reliance (Lamborn,
Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991). These children also have low self-esteem
because they receive a sense of dissatisfaction, rejection, and disrespect from their
controlling parents (Buri, 1989).
Permissive style of discipline. Permissive parents are very accepting toward any
behaviors of their children. They do not punish, nor do they demand obedience.
Children of permissive parents have more freedom to shape their own behaviors and
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lives while the parents act as a resource. The children are allowed to control their own
behaviors because obedience is not required (Baurnrind, 1966).
Children who have permissive parents do not develop self-sufficient habits, and
they are more academically weak than their peers (Dornbusch et al., 1987). Children
who are raised under the permissive disciplinary style are often more aggressive and
usually want to have their own way. These children have a desire to be independent
(Baumrind, 1991), and they are more involved in deviant behaviors such as misconduct,
drugs, and alcohol (Lamborn et al., 1991).
Authoritative style of discipline. Authoritative parents have a more directive

style of parenting. They encourage their children and promote positive behaviors, as
well as positive parent-child relationships. The parents are not restrictive, but they
present a rational authority as they provide reasons for their actions and the rules that are
set. Authoritative parents meet the needs of their children, but they also stay firm as a
parental figu re. Parents make reasonable demands, and they present a feeling of mutual
respect because they use communication, negotiation, and collaboration to discuss the
rules that are made. Parents respect their children's interests, but they also set standards
because they want the children to develop autonomy, discipline, and assertiveness
(Baurnrind, 1966).
Children who have authoritative parents tend to be more academically oriented,
competent, mature, and self-confident. The children generally become very successful
students because they have confidence in themselves. They are also not as likely to get
into trouble, unlike children who have authoritarian or permissive parents (Lamborn et
al., 1991). Children who have parents who practice the authoritative style of discipline
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seem to take a positive outlook on life. They are often friendly, competent, and have
leadership qualities. These children are also generally trustworthy and responsible
people (Baumrind, 1991 ). Children under the authoritative model also have high self
esteem because they are able to participate and develop a sense of responsibility in the
home (Buri, 1989).
Parents who practice an authoritative style of parenting and discipline contribute
to the psychosocial maturity of their children. Authoritative parents are warm and
accepting, democratic, and appropriately control the behaviors of their children. These
characteristics help increase their children's psychosocial maturity, success in school,
and sense of autonomy. These children are also more "socially responsible" and are not
easily frustrated (Steinberg, Elmen, & Mounts, 1989). Children whose parents practice
the authoritative parenting style have higher scores on instruments that measure
achievement, social development, self-esteem, and mental health (Lamborn et al., 1991 ).
The authoritarian and permissive models keep children from experiencing
healthy interactions with people. These models cause the children to lack the skills
needed to relate to the world, and they may feel as though they cannot depend on others.
The authoritative model allows the children to voice their dissenting opinions with
respect and will help them learn to be expressive and accept consequences for their
behaviors. As the parents model the authoritative approach, children will learn from
their behaviors (Baumrind, 1966).
External factors, however, may make a difference in the child's actions and
beliefs. Variables such as gender, socioeconomic status, ethnicity, and parental
education can also play a big part in the child's development. Also, the behaviors of
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children can elicit the style of parenting and discipline that the parent chooses to use. In
other words, the behavior affects the parenting style as much as the parenting style
affecting the behavior (Lamborn et al., 1991). This may also be true in the classroom
with teachers and students.

Parenting Styles and Teacher Disciplinary Styles
Researchers have categorized teaching styles in a manner similar to how
parenting styles have been defined. For instance, two perspectives on student control
within the classroom have been defined. When teachers are trying to control behaviors,
such as attentiveness, discipline, and disrespect, two approaches that may be used are
humanistic and custodial (Friedman, 1995).
The humanistic approach involves the teacher meeting the needs of the students
while using open communication with the entire class. Teachers facilitate the
development of self-determination within the students. Also, self-discipline takes the
place of teacher control because the students are able to make their own choices and
decisions with guidance from their teachers (Friedman, 1995). This approach is very
much like that of the authoritative disciplinary style of parenting. Teachers who use a
humanistic approach are more successful than those who use the custodial style in a
classroom with students who have emotional and behavioral disorders (Morgan &
Krehbiel, 1985).
The second approach is the custodial style. This is a more traditional approach
in which the teacher requires order and strict enforcement of rules. The teachers are in
control. They make decisions for the students, and students do not have a voice or
opinion on what happens in the classroom. This situation creates a negative atmosphere
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for both the students and the teacher (Friedman, 1995). This style of discipline is like
the authoritarian style of parenting.
Tomal (1999) suggested that there are two levels of discipline that a teacher may
use to emphasize the importance of following rules. Teachers who use high levels of
"enforcing" rules hold more power and are generally stricter. Teachers who use low
levels of"enforcing" do not stress rules as much and place little emphasis on their
position of power. Teachers who practice high levels of"supporting" try very hard to
meet the needs of their students. On the other hand, teachers who use low levels of
"supporting" place little emphasis on meeting the needs of their students.
Based on these definitions of"enforcing" and "supporting," Tomal (1999) has
developed three styles of teaching. The "enforcer" has high levels of enforcing and low
levels of supporting. This type of teacher tends to be more demanding and controlling.
This is comparable to an authoritarian parent. The "supporter" has low levels of
enforcing and high levels of supporting. These teachers have a very social, student
centered classroom. Parents who practice a permissive parenting style are much like the
"supporter" teachers. Finally, the "negotiator" uses high levels of enforcing and high
levels of supporting. A balance of authority and freedom exists within such a classroom.
This approach is much like parents who choose the authoritative method of parenting.
Albert (1996) also developed three classroom management styles that are very
similar to Baumrind's parenting styles. The "hands-on" style is much like the
authoritarian or autocratic style of discipline, the "hands-off" style is similar to the
permissive parenting style, and the "hands-joined" is the democratic or authoritative
style of discipline.
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The "hands-on" style involves forceful obedience to strict rules set forth by the
teachers. The teachers expect and demand compliance from the students. Sometimes
this method does work, although it is neither ideal, nor is it completely effective.
Students under this behavior management plan often behave worse than students whose
teachers use other disciplinary styles. They may fight back against the teachers and try
to keep them from having a successful classroom management plan (Albert, 1996).
The "hands-off' style is not used in schools as much as it used to be. This style
of managem.ent involves rules and boundaries that are not clearly set in place. Behavior
interventions are not instantaneously implemented when misbehavior occurs. Because
students under this style of classroom management do not have clear rules, they may
take advantage of the situation and make inappropriate choices for behavior. The
teachers then become frustrated with the consist�nt..1isruptive behaviors and stress levels
rise (Albert, 1996).
The "hands-joined" method of discipline is t_he most democratic. This approach
allows the students to make appropriate behavior choices. Students have a chance to
help make decisions and choices in the classroom. They are part of their own education,
not just bystanders. Teachers give the students respect and give them the power to make
decisions and choices in the classroom. Both academics and behaviors improve under
this model. When both teachers and students are mutually respected as decision-makers
in the classroom, students develop a sense of responsibility, make appropriate behavior
decisions, and teachers do not get as stressed (Albert, 1996).
Based on the research, teachers use models of discipline much like those that
parents use. The custodial, "enforcer," and "hands-on" styles all reflect the controlling
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characteristics of the authoritarian parenting style. The "supporter''. and "hands-off'
styles are very similar to the permissive style of discipline. Finally, the humanistic,
"negotiator," and "hands-joined" models mirror the authoritative style because they
advocate for balance of control and freedom, communication, mutual respect, meeting
the needs of the students, and increasing students' self-discipline and self-determination.
Implications of Stress and the Authoritarian Style ofDiscipline
Teachers are always looking for effective ways to manage the behaviors of their
students. Teaching styles can affect the behavior of students depending on how much
emphasis is put on following rules and how much student support is provided. In other
words, student behavior depends on what teaching style teachers choose to use (Tomal,
1999). Teachers' structure of their classrooms has a great influence over the amount of
stress that they may feel. According to Morgan and Krehbiel ( 1985), when teachers put
more emphasis on academics and behavior modification, they seem to feel greater
amounts of stress and frustration.
The reason for these feelings of stress may be due to the fact that those teachers
are using an authoritarian style of discipline. Teachers present strict rules, and the
students are expected to obey at all times. This is a very controlling approach. Teachers
who have such restrictive classrooms often penalize and punish students when rules are
broken. Rules are not negotiated and explained. Reasons are not given for why the
rules are enforced, and sometimes the rules are vague or can be interpreted by the
students in many different ways. Teachers who set and enforce rules in their classrooms
in this way are "dictatorial" and use an authoritarian approach to teaching and discipline.
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Students often do not take such teachers seriously because their freedom is restricted.
Students in these oppressive classrooms often feel the need to rebel (Schimmel, 1997).
An authoritarian classroom does not result in an ideal learning or teaching
environment. Educators become disciplinarians who spend more time enforcing rules
than actually teaching and instructing. As students feel more restricted and oppressed,
they continue to break rules. As a result, teachers and administrators become stricter
and stronger when enforcing rules (Schimmel, 1997). The authoritarian style can create
symptoms of stress. Snappiness, uneasiness, and depression, resulting from acquired
stress, can lead to a cause-and-effect situation with problem behaviors. The teacher's
stress symptoms could cause misbehavior and therefore create higher levels of stress
(Feitler & Tokar, 1982).
In these instances, students are not given the chance to express their own
thoughts and ideas about the rules that were put into place. When students do not have a
decision-making role in the development of rules in the classroom and do not have the
chance to present their own viewpoints, they become defiant. They are not able to gain
a sense of responsibility and develop self-discipline (Schimmel, 1997).
Students acquire negative attitudes toward the school, the administrators, and the
teachers. These feelings can lead to planned disobedience (Schimmel, 1997). Neither
the students nor the teachers can function under these conditions. Both teachers and
students become more stressed, and the classroom is not a positive place to learn or to
teach. Negative attitudes will continue because no one will want to be at school.
Inadequate management and discipline as a coping resource to help teachers
attain desired outcomes result in ineffective dealings with students as well as more stress
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and strain. Also, when teachers decrease their involvement in the classroom, more
ineffective interactions result, and the risk of burnout increases (Blase, 1982).
Custodial, "enforcer," "hands-on," or authoritarian teachers of students with
emotional and behavioral disorders often feel dissatisfied, frustrated, angry, hostile, and
depressed. Characteristics such as these are signs of burnout. On the other hand,
teachers who use the humanistic, "negotiator," "hands-joined," or authoritative approach
are more effective, and they are usually less stressed and have a lower risk of burnout
(Morgan & Krehbiel, 1985).
Implementing an Authoritative Style of Discipline
Teachers can use strategies to prevent dissenting attitudes from both themselves
and students. Teachers can provide opportunities for students to participate in making
rules. Students should have a voice in the classroom so that they get a sense of
independence and responsibility. Also, when making rules, teachers should facilitate
discussion. Reasons for making particular rules and effective and appropriate
consequences should be discussed with the entire class. This approach can help promote
community values where students learn how to get along with each other and the
teacher. This can be a very positive and educational experience (Schimmel, 1997).
Students have different needs, and they often choose inappropriate behaviors in
order to the meet these needs; however, if teachers can understand and meet the needs of
their students, students may decide to choose more appropriate behaviors. Students need
to feel that they are heard, understood, empowered, and worthwhile in class in order to
keep up their self-esteem and be able to make better decisions in the future. By applying
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aspects of the authoritative model of discipline, teachers can meet these needs (Albert,
1996).
Teachers should work with their students to resolve conflicts. They need to
identify the problem and work with the students to decide what behaviors are causing
the problems and why. Then the students and the teachers should describe feelings they
are having related to the problem. They should work together to decide on a solution to
the problem, work out a plan or a contract to solve the problem and later meet again to
discuss how well the plan is working or if a new plan is needed (Albert, 1996).
The use of contracts gives students and teachers a chance to work together to set
goals and expectations, negotiate, and agree on appropriate behaviors for the classroom.
This approach is a good way in which students can be involved in managing their
behavior (Rhode et al., 1992). As teachers and students work together and negotiate to
solve problems and make rules, they are practicing the authoritative model.
Involving students when solving problems and deciding on consequences is
highly appropriate. Class meetings and conflict resolution help engage students and
create a sense of community in the classroom (Jones, 2002). Teachers can create a more
authoritative classroom by conducting class meetings. This strategy is a democratic
process in which students actively participate, make classroom decisions, and take
responsibility for helping to make the class a better environment for everyone. As a
class, students make decisions about how to deal with negative behaviors, make and
revise rules, make academic decisions for the class, and help maintain an environment in
which students feel the Three C's, "capable, connected, and contributing" ( Albert, 1996
p. 151). The students who are in a classroom that uses strategies like these are willing
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to work with teachers and each other to create an environment in which everyone can
feel comfortable (Albert, 1996). Students will feel that their feelings are known and
valued (Jones, 2002).
Teachers should use positive reinforcement. They should praise the students
when they do well, but use appropriate penalties when necessary. In addition, the
teacher should relinquish management control to the students. The teacher should still
monitor the class and appropriately respond to situations, but the students need to
develop self-discipline and self-management by taking some control and feeling some
empowerment in the classroom (Rhode et al. 1992).
Punishment does not work. As a matter of fact, it only creates more problems.
When students act out and teachers use punishment, the students continue to increase
misbehavior and teachers continue to punish. This situation is only a cycle of
dissatisfaction. Instead of punishing, teachers and students should calmly, rationally,
and reasonably discuss and work out problems together. Threats and arguments do not
improve student behavior. Teachers should compliment improved behavior and be
encouraging by creating a warm, friendly environment and by seeking to meet the needs
of the students (Glasser, 1992).
Kraut (2000) suggested that teachers should be role models. They should show
concern and understanding as well as be considerate to their students. Teachers need to
exhibit maturity and self-control when they are working with students and problem
behaviors. By communicating with students, indicating their dissatisfaction with the
students' misbehavior, and giving the students an opportunity to explain why they
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misbehaved, teachers are creating an atmosphere of togetherness and security. This
approach is very similar to the characteristics of the authoritative model of discipline.
Despite any possible external factors, teachers, just like parents, want their
children to be well-behaved, responsible, self-disciplined individuals. Parents who
choose to raise their children under an authoritative parenting style have children who
are well behaved and academically successful, so if teachers use this style of discipline
in their classrooms, then they too might have the same results with their students.
Teachers can do ·this by providing their students guidance and direction, instead of using
a controlling approach. Teachers should also give reasons for their own actions and help
their students understand why adults make rules and why children should behave in
certain ways. A "compliance" approach should be used, as opposed to a "controlling"
approach in which the teacher attempts to change the students' behaviors (Bailey &
Osborne, 1993).
Teachers can achieve compliance with their students. The outcome depends on
how teachers interact with their students. They should use reasoning and explanations
for their actions and behaviors. They should also use conversation to talk about both
good and bad behaviors. Teachers should also help their students learn how to control
their own behaviors and become self-advocates. Simply using overbearing punishment
and abuse can result in more bad behaviors and less self-control exhibited by the
students. This approach to teaching can only lead to more stress on the teacher (Bailey
& Osborne, 1993).
Being the "negotiator," or using the authoritative disciplinary style, is the best
approach to teaching. Teachers should be flexible according to the situation and meet
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the needs of their students appropriately. They should both "enforce" rules and
"support" students at the same time. This method of teaching can help reduce
disciplinary problems, and thus reduce the amount of stress teachers put on themselves
(Toma!, 1999).
Teachers cannot control student behaviors because students choose their own
behaviors, but teachers can control their responses to the student behaviors. By taking a
calm attitude, but still staying firm and directive, teachers can take control and be
confident in each situation. This approach requires the implementation of the "hands
joined" or authoritative approach to discipline (Albert, 1996).
Lack of good, appropriate classroom management leads to student behavior
problems, which is the fault of the teacher, not the students. Therefore, teachers need to
use a good behavior management plan, such as the authoritative style of discipline, to
elicit good student behaviors. However, appropriate academic instruction is also key in
this plan because teachers want their students to learn. Motivation for learning can lead
to good behavior. By intertwining good academic instruction with an appropriate style
of discipline, students can improve their academic skills while improving behavior.
Without high-quality instruction, the behavior plan will not work, and inappropriate
behaviors continue (Rhode et al., 1992). Teachers who put forth the effort to allow
students to feel significant, powerful, and capable help students reach high degrees of
academic success and responsibility for behavior (Jones, 2002).
All of these strategies may lead to a more democratic atmosphere where the
teacher is still the leader and authority, but students are given the right to discuss and
negotiate with the teacher. The authoritative disciplinary style is not restrictive like the
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authoritarian approach, nor is it carefree like the permissive technique. Under this style
of teaching, students may have a more positive attitude toward school and following
rules. They may also have a greater respect for authorities. Students are given the
opportunity to develop self-discipline, learn citizenship skills, and become more
responsible for their own actions (Schimmel, 1997). These student attitudes and
behaviors are much like those of children who are raised by parents who practice an
authoritative approach to parenting. Acquiring these positive student characteristics
should be very important to a teacher. Those teachers who believe in themselves and
believe in their profession may be more likely to implement the authoritative model.
Teachers· Sense of Self-Efficacy
Teachers come into the classroom with preconceived notions about their abilities
to use an effective behavior management plan. Changing or preventing inappropriate
disciplinary styles in the classroom may be possible. Self-efficacy is the belief that one
can do a certain task or behavior well and that that behavior will produce the desired
product (Bandura, 1986).
Two efficacy beliefs have been defined: teaching efficacy, or teachers' beliefs
that any teacher's behaviors will lead to a definite outcome; and personal teaching
efficacy, or teachers' beliefs that they can personally accomplish a behavior that will
produce the expected outcome (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984). In
essence, teachers may believe that educators in general possess the abilities to succeed in
the classroom, but still be uncertain about their own abilities (Coladarci, 1992).
Teachers with a low sense of self-efficacy believe that they are not very good
teachers. They are easily discouraged by student behavior and attitudes because they
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think that some students cannot benefit from school. They believe that student failures
and inappropriate behaviors stem from the students' home life and from genetics and
cannot be changed. These teachers' negative attitudes toward the students lead to
dissatisfaction with their profession, and possibly burnout. They have more trouble with
discipline and conflict, and they have difficulty implementing appropriate disciplinary
strategies (Ashton & Webb, 1986). Low efficacy teachers tend to use a custodial
approach, including control and punishment (Woolfolk, Rosoff, & Hoy, 1990). If
teachers have a low sense of self-efficacy, they may not have the confidence and the
willingness to use an authoritative style of discipline.
Teachers who have a high sense of self-efficacy are more involved and seek
solutions to problems. They will keep trying to improve their classroom (Bandura,
1993). Teachers who have a high sense of self-efficacy have more confidence because
they believe that they have the ability to teach students and that the students can learn
from them. They generally try to show that they care about their students and show an
understanding attitude toward their students (Ashton & Webb, 1986). High efficacy
teachers generally have a humanistic or authoritative approach because they are friendly
and trusting. They see less misbehavior in their classrooms because they share
responsibility for solving problems (Woolfolk et al., 1990).
Those teachers who have a high sense of self-efficacy are better able to
overcome disciplinary and classroom problems. They have goals, assurance in difficult
situations, and sustained effort. They also believe that they can reach difficult students,
and they have a positive attitude about teaching even the most difficult students. The
classroom is more friendly and comfortable because appropriate disciplinary tactics that
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lead to compliance are put into place (Ashton & Webb, 1986). Therefore, self-efficacy
must be increased so that teachers know that they can use an effective behavior
management plan and that it will produce the desired outcome.
Teachers with a high sense of self-efficacy put forth more effort in order to solve
classroom challenges. These teachers are also more eager to help and work with their
students (Hagen, Gutkin, Wilson, & Oats, 1998). Teachers' level of self-efficacy could
affect their process of choosing their preferred method of discipline. Their self-efficacy
can forecast their actions and attitudes in the classroom, as well as student success
(Ashton & Webb, 1986).
Both personal and teaching efficacies are strong predictors of one's commitment
to teaching (Coladarci, 1992). Special education teachers with a high sense of self
efficacy consider themselves able to help students learn and progress; therefore, they are
willing to exert more effort. They believe that this effort will create positive outcomes,
and they are more likely to keep teaching. Those teachers who are more likely to leave
the profession are easily frustrated and blame student negativity and behavior problems
on their lack of success. These teachers do not have the desire to put forth the effort
with a positive outlook. Self-efficacy equals persistence (Brownell, Smith, McNellis, &
Lenk, 1994).
Past experiences with teaching and what has been learned and gained from those
experiences affects a teacher's decision to keep teaching. The experiences may have
been successful or stressful. When teachers feel that they have been successful in the
classroom, they are more likely to have positive feelings about the profession. Without

Disciplinary Style 28
these rewarding feelings, teachers will become stressed and dissatisfied, leading to
burnout and attrition, especially for special educatiori teachers (Billingsley, 1993).
Self-efficacy affects teachers' interactions with students because it affects their
attitudes. Therefore, teachers need to understand their sense of self-efficacy, and they
need to know that it can increase. With a positive, enthusiastic attitude, a belief that
they and their students can be successful, and the ability to reach attainable goals for the
classroom, teachers can increase their sense of self-efficacy (DiBella-McCarthy,
McDaniel, & Miller, 1995).
A high sense of self-efficacy should be acquired as a preservice teacher. This
can be done in several ways. Special training could be done to help teachers increase
their self-efficacy and confidence in implementing appropriate plans (Romano, 1996).
Another method of increasing self-efficacy is to allow the teachers to have a vicarious
experience by watching a videotape that portrays the effectiveness of a method of
teaching. Verbal persuasion can also be used to help boost confidence and encourage
behaviors (Hagen et al., 1998). Increasing self-efficacy is very important to the
implementation of appropriate disciplinary styles and decreasing the risk of stress and
burnout.
Decreasing the Risk of Teacher Burnout
Research has indicated that there are three different parenting styles. These
methods of discipline generate different behavioral outcomes among children
(Baumrind, 1966). Teachers also use different disciplinary styles, very much like the
parenting methods, which may either improve or worsen student behaviors (Toma!,
1999). If teachers can find a method of disciplining their students that can reduce the
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amount of negative behaviors in the classroom, then the amount of stress and risk of
burnout might also be decreased.
Miller et al. ( 1999) stated that schools and their administrations find burnout
among special education teachers a problem because they want to provide children with
a good education, but many teachers are leaving the profession. Also, as teachers move
around and leave, a lack of stability exists for the school and the students. Teacher
burnout must be prevented in order to save the schools and the students. Educators need
to find a way to improve student behaviors, and therefore reduce the stress that leads to
burnout.
When teachers implement the authoritative style of discipline, students have the
opportunity to make appropriate behavior choices, and the amount of stress and the risk
of burnout for the teachers is decreased (Albert, 1996). Teachers also need to have a
high sense of self-efficacy. High efficacy teachers generally implement a humanistic
style of discipline (Woolfolk et al., 1990). Once the authoritative approach is in place,
inappropriate behaviors decrease and attrition also decreases.
Statement ofProblem
Attrition among teachers has become a major predicament in schools today
M

(iller et al., 1999), and as special education teachers continue to leave, the schools are
forced to hire unqualified teachers (Wisniewski & Gargiulo, 1997). Educators may be
able to eliminate this problem. By changing their disciplinary styles in the classroom
and increasing their sense of efficacy, teachers may reduce stress and their risk of
burnout.
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The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationships between secondary
special educators' disciplinary style, their risk of burnout, and their sense of self
efficacy. The results may help teachers be prepared, have confidence when
implementing the disciplinary style that is best to use in their classrooms, improve
student behavior, and reduce the risk of burnout.

Statement of Hypothesis
The literature has established that teacher burnout is influenced by the stress that
teachers feel from many variables. One of the main causes of this stress is from student
behavior and discipline problems (Feitler & Tokar, 1982; Blase, 1982). If teachers are
able to reduce behavior problems and improve student behavior, the stress that they feel
might be lessened to some degree. One way in which teachers may be able to do this is
to change their own teaching styles.
Different disciplinary styles affect the behaviors and attitudes of both teachers
and students. The authoritarian style of discipline is controlling, punitive, and
restrictive; and children who are under this method of discipline misbehave more often
and generally have a bad attitude. The permissive style of discipline is extremely
accepting and does not use punishment. Children under this style may be aggressive and
have a strong sense of independence. The authoritative method of discipline is directive,
encouraging, and rational; and the children are responsible, trustworthy, and have a
positive attitude (Baurnrind, 1991 ).
Teachers use these styles of discipline in their own classrooms. Those teachers
who use an authoritarian or permissive disciplinary method may have students with
behavior problems and thus be more likely to burn out more quickly. Those teachers
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who implement strategies according to an authoritative style may have well-behaved
students and therefore feel less stress and more comfortable and confident in the
teaching profession. Teachers who have a high sense of self-efficacy feel more
confident about themselves and their students and tend to implement an authoritative
approach to discipline. Therefore, it is hypothesized that secondary special education
teachers who use an authoritative style of discipline in their classrooms will report lower
levels of teacher burnout and have higher levels of self-efficacy.
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Method
Selection ofParticipants
Participants in this study were drawn from a random sample of secondary special
education teachers from all parts of the state of Virginia. Letters to 33 superintendents
in the state of Virginia were sent, and permission was received from 16 districts,
yielding a total of 48 teachers who were surveyed.
The participants were selected using a random multistage sampling technique.
The reason for using this sampling technique was to get high schools from every part of
the state. The desired sample size was 99 secondary special education teachers in the
state of Virginia. Virginia has a total of283 high schools that come from 132 school
districts. Using a list of all of the school districts, every fourth school district was
chosen. One high school from each chosen district was randomly selected by assigning
each a number and then choosing one number, resulting in a total of 33 high schools.
After selection was completed, a letter was sent to the superintendent of each
selected district to request permission to conduct the study in a high school located in
that district. Upon receiving permission, a letter and three surveys were sent to the
principal of the chosen high school. The principal was instructed to randomly select
three certified special education teachers who have taught at least two years to complete
and return the surveys. Each teacher received a cover letter explaining the purpose of
the study, four surveys, and a self-addressed stamped envelope. For examples of the
superintendent, principal, and cover letters, refer to Appendix A.
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Instruments
A combination of three professionally developed instruments were used to
measure the teachers' the disciplinary style, level of self-efficacy, and degree of burnout.
The three questionnaires that were used were the Parental Authority Questionnaire
(Buri, 1991), the Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984), and the Maslach
Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). In addition to these questionnaires,
demographic information was also collected to inquire about the teachers' backgrounds.
Demographics. The demographics section included questions about the area of
special education that the teachers taught (i.e., learning disabilities, emotional and
behavioral disorders, and/or mild/moderate mental retardation), the number of years the
teachers have taught in special education, the grade( s) that the teachers taught, the
number of classes that they taught each day, and the gender and age of the teachers. An
example of the demographic survey is located in Appendix B.
Parental Authority Questionnaire (Buri, 1991). The Parental Authority
Questionnaire (PAQ) was developed to measure three parenting styles: permissive,
authoritative, and authoritarian. A five point Likert scale that varies from Strongly
Agree (1) to Strongly Disagree (5) was used to assess the degree to which the participant
subscribed to each style. A total of 23 questions, eight pertaining to authoritative, eight
pertaining to authoritarian, and seven pertaining to permissive styles were used. Low
scores indicated a higher level of that particular style (Buri, 1991 ). The questions in the
PAQ were originally directed towards parents. For this study, the questions were
slightly changed to target teachers and to assess teachers' style of discipline. Refer to
Appendix B for a sample of the PAQ.
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The reliability and validity of the PAQ are strong. The internal consistency
reliability ranges from . 74 to .87, and the test-retest reliability ranges from . 77 to .92.
Research on the discriminant -related validity has proven that authoritarianism was
inversely related to permissiveness and authoritativeness (p<. 0005). Also,
permissiveness was not significantly related to authoritativeness (p<.10) (Buri, 1991).

Teacher Efficacy Scale (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). The Teacher Efficacy Scale
(TES) was developed to assess the two levels of self-efficacy among teachers: teaching
efficacy and personal teaching efficacy. Two separate mean scores were obtained to
evaluate both scales. The questionnaire contained 22 questions, twelve pertaining to
personal teaching efficacy, and eight pertaining to teaching efficacy. A six point Likert
scale ranging from Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly Disagree (6) was used. In order to
make high scores on each subscale represent a high sense of efficacy, the scoring for the
personal teaching efficacy questions were reversed so that if a participant circled a one
for Strongly Agree, the question was given a six rather than a one (Woolfolk & Hoy,
1990). An example of the TES is provided in Appendix B.
According to Woolfolk and Hoy (1990), an analysis of internal consistency
reliabilities for the TES produced Cronbach's alpha coefficients of .74 for the teaching
efficacy subscale and .82 for the personal teaching efficacy subscale. Through a multitrait
multimethod analysis, convergent validity was found to be significant beyond the .05 level.
The scale also yields strong positive discriminant validity (Gibson & Dembo, 1984).

Maslach Burnout Invento1y (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). The Educators Survey
version of the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) is intended for those who work with people
in both public and private service agencies, specifically teachers who work in schools. The
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MBI contains nine items that assess the "emotional exhaustion" of the teacher, five items to
assess the "depersonalization" that the teacher may feel, and eight items that assess the
teacher's feelings of "personal accomplishment." A seven point Likert scale ranging from
Never (0) to Everyday (6) is used to describe the frequency of these variables in the teacher's
workplace (Gold, Roth, Wright, Michael, & Chen, 1992). Higher scores on the emotional
exhaustion and depersonalization subscales indicate higher degrees of burnout, while low
scores on the personal accomplishment indicate higher degrees of burnout (Maslach &
Jackson, 1981). The MBI takes only ten to fifteen minutes to complete and can be scored by
hand. Refer to Appendix B for an example of the MBI.
The internal consistency reliability coefficients for the MBI are . 83 for frequency and
.84 for intensity. The test-retest reliability coefficients are .82 (frequency) and .53 (in:tensity)
for emotional exhaustion, .80 (frequency) and .68 (intensity) for personal accomplishment,
and .60 (frequency) and .69 (intensity) for depersonalization. All of these coefficients are
significant beyond the .001 level.

To determine discriminant validity, the scale was

distinguished from a measure to ensure that burnout is not just job dissatisfaction and from a
measure to ensure that scores are not distorted by a social desirability response set. Results
were significant at the .05 level (Maslach & Jackson, 1981).
According to Gold et al. (1992), the MBI "provides a promising level of validity
for the three constructs that were hypothesized for the scale by its authors" (p. 765).
Byrne (1994) suggested that there are some correlated errors where a few items on the
questionnaire cross-load from one factor, such as emotional exhaustion, to another, such
as depersonalization. Despite the fact that measuring burnout among educators is .
psychometrically sound, Byrne (1994) concluded that further investigation should be
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conducted on the construct and content validity of the MBI because of the correlated
errors and the cross-loading that seems to be evident.

Design and Procedure
Pilot study. After the questionnaires were selected and appropriately modified, a
pilot study was conducted to get feedback for possible revisions of the survey. Three
secondary special education teachers were selected to complete a survey package. Upon
completion, they were asked for written and verbal feedback about what could be
changed on the survey in order to elicit clearer responses. All three participants
indicated that the questions were clear and that they did not have trouble. Their only
complaint was fear of reading too much into the questions and the inability to generalize
their answers to all school situations, which are certainly limitations to the use of
surveys.

Scoring sun,eys. After the schools were selected, a number system was used for
�ach survey package in order to ensure that all surveys were returned. Each high school
was assigned a letter, and each questionnaire was assigned a number from one to three.
Some questionnaires were not returned in a timely fashion, so by looking at what letters
and numbers had been received, seeing which schools had not returned all of their
surveys was easy. Follow-up phones call were made to the principals whose teachers
had not returned the surveys. A total of29 survey packages were returned. All surveys
were scored according to instructions provided by their respective authors. An
independent person, who rescored the surveys, validated the scores.
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Data Analysis
The P AQ questions were divided into the three subscales for which they were
appropriate. The mean scores for each subscale were obtained, and the subscale with the
lowest mean score indicated the disciplinary style for that participant.
The TES yielded two mean scores: one for teaching efficacy and one for personal
teaching efficacy. Personal teaching efficacy scores were reversed so that higher mean
scores indicated higher self-efficacy. Two questions, numbers 15 and 21, were discarded
because previous researchers found that those questions often do not load on either scale and
should be dropped.
The :rvIBI yielded three total scores: one for emotional exhaustion, one for
depersonalization, and one for personal accomplishment. High scores for emotional
exhaustion and depersonalization indicated a high degree of burnout, while a high score for
personal accomplishment indicated a low degree of burnout. To prevent errors, the MBI
subscale results were averaged so that a mean score for each subscale could be obtained.
Using the SPSS system, the efficacy and burnout results of the questionnaires
were analyzed using a multiple linear regression mode. The Dependent Variable, self
efficacy, was compared to the Independent Variable, burnout. The subscales were
separated so that teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy were compared
separately to emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment. A
Pearson Correlation test and one-tailed significance were used to find correlations and
statistical significance among the variables and the Enter method to find how much
variance each variable was explaining.
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Results
Participants

Forty-eight surveys were sent, three to one high school in each district, and 29
(60%) were returned. All of the teachers had taught for at least two years in a secondary
special education classroom with students who have emotional or behavioral problems,
learning disabilities, or mild/moderate mental retardation. All of the teachers had a
professional license to teach in one or more areas of special education. The ages of the
teachers were between 26 and 59, and they had been teaching special education between
two and 34 years.
Of the 29 returned surveys, 28 teachers subscribed to the authoritative
disciplinary style, and one teacher subscribed to the permissive style. The permissive
teacher failed to complete her MBI, so her results could not be included in this study.
Also, another teacher failed to return her MBI, so her results could not be included as
well. Therefore, all of the participants in this study, a total of 27, indicated that they are
authoritative teachers, so it would be impossible to compare the results of the TES and
the MBI across disciplinary styles. The results of this study can only provide
information about the efficacy and degree of burnout for authoritative teachers.
Means of the TES Subscales and MB! Subscales

The means of the raw scores for both of the TES subscales and the MBI
subscales were calculated to provide overall results of the self-efficacy and degree of
burnout among authoritative teachers. The means of the individual mean scores for
teaching efficacy and personal teaching efficacy were 4.63 and 3.90 respectively. These
scores were based on a six point Likert scale, one indicating low levels of efficacy and
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six indicating high levels of efficacy. The means of the individual total scores on the
MBI were calculated, and the results state that emotio_nal exhaustion scores (M = 19 .19)
were medium, depersonalization scores (M = 4 .15) were low, and personal exhaustion
scores (M = 38.93) scores were high.
Correlations Between Teaching Efficacy and Burnout
Table I presents the means and standard deviations by burnout subscales. Note
that TE represents teaching efficacy, AVG EE represents average emotional exhaustion,
AVG DP represents average depersonalization, and AVG PA represents average
personal accomplishment.
Correlations between the two TES subscales and the three MBI subscales were
calculated. A correlation between teaching efficacy and average emotional exhaustion
was not statistically significant (r = .004, p < .492). A negative correlation between
teaching efficacy and average depersonalization was statistically significant (r = -.367, p
< .030). Also, the correlation between teaching efficacy and average personal
accomplishment was statistically significant (r = .366, p < .030). A correlation between
teaching efficacy and average emotional exhaustion was not stati_stically significant (r =
.004, p = .492). The correlation between average depersonalization and average
emotional exhaustion was not statistically significant (r = .262, p < .093). Refer to
Table 2 for detailed correlations between all variables.
Regression Analysisfor Teaching Efficacy and Burnout
Average emotional exhaustion was not statistically significant in the regression
model [t (3,26) = .822, p < .420]. Average depersonalization also was not statistically
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significant in the regression model [t (3,26) = -1.770, p < .090]. Finally, average
personal accomplishment was not statistically significant in the regression model
[t (3,26) = 1.720,p < .099]. Refer to Table 3 for a regression analysis.

Correlations Between Personal Teaching Efficacy and Burnout
Table 4 presents the means and standard deviations by burnout subscales. Note
that PE represents personal teaching efficacy, AVG EE represents average emotional
exhaustion, AVG DP represents average depersonalization, and AVG PA represents
average personal accomplishment.
A negative correlation between personal teaching efficacy and average emotional
exhaustion was not statistically significant (r = -.038, p < .426). A negative correlation
between average depersonalization and personal teaching efficacy was statistically
significant (r = -.382, p < .025). A positive correlation between average personal
accomplishment and personal teaching efficacy was statistically significant (r = .593, p
< .001). Refer to Table 5 for detailed correlations.
Regression Analysis for Personal Teaching Efficacy and Burnout
Average emotional exhaustion was not statistically significant in the regression
model [t (3, 26) = .917, p < .369]. Average depersonalization was not statistically
significant in the regression model [t (3, 26) = -1.823, p < .081]. Finally, average
personal accomplishment was statistically significant in the regression model [t (3, 26) =
3.443,p < .002], explaining 56% of the variance. Refer to Table 6 for the complete
regression analysis.
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Discussion
Efficacy and Burnout
The results indicate that some positive and negative correlations between
efficacy and burnout exist among the authoritative teachers who participated in this
study. These correlations are supportive of the research and hypothesis for this study.
Negative correlations between depersonalization and teaching efficacy and
depersonalization and personal teaching efficacy indicate that when depersonalization,
or burnout, increases, then self-efficacy decreases. Also, a slight positive correlation
between depersonalization and emotional exhaustion indicates that when one variable
increases, then the other variable might increase as well. These two variables play
strong roles in burnout, and their increase indicates higher degrees of burnout, and in
this study, lower levels of efficacy.
Positive correlations between personal accomplishment and teaching efficacy
and personal teaching efficacy are also consistent with research. When teachers feel that
they have accomplished something in the classroom and feel that they are making a
difference, their efficacy levels will increase. Also, in this study, high levels of personal
accomplishment suggest a relationship to high levels of personal teaching efficacy.
The negative correlation between emotional exhaustion and personal and
teaching efficacy is not consistent with previous research. The hypothesis suggested
that, like depersonalization, emotional exhaustion would be significantly negatively
correlated with efficacy; however, the results did not indicate this correlation.
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Consideration of Findings in Light of Existing Research
Blase ( 1982) suggested that teachers who are unable to maintain the behavior of
their students tend to feel more stress and strain. Their involvement in the classroom is
decreased and the degree of burnout is increased. On the other hand, teachers who use a
more authoritative approach generally experience lower levels of stress and burnout
(Morgan & Krehbiel, 1985). The teachers in this study have all indicated that they are
authoritative. The means of their total scores indicate that they, as a whole group,
experienced medium levels of emotional exhaustion, low levels of depersonalization,
and high levels of personal accomplishment, all indicating a low degree of burnout.
According to the results of this study, the teachers experienced medium to high
levels of personal teaching efficacy and teaching efficacy. Ashton and Webb (1986)
suggested that high efficacy teachers have positive attitudes about teaching and working
with their students, and they tend to use appropriate disciplinary methods similar to the
authoritative style. Teachers who use a custodial style of discipline tend to have lower
levels of efficacy, while teachers who subscribe to a humanistic style have higher levels
of efficacy (Woolfolk et al., 1990). Teachers' level of efficacy may predict a preferred
method of discipline in the classroom, suggesting that high efficacy teachers use
authoritative methods (Ashton & Webb, 1986).
High efficacy special education teachers are more likely to continue teaching
because they are willing to exert more effort and believe that they have the ability to be
successful teachers (Brownell et al., 1994). Personal teaching efficacy and teaching
efficacy are both strong predictors of teachers' commitment to their profession
(Coladarci, 1992). Successful or stressful past experiences also affect teachers' efficacy.
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Those teachers who have not had successful experiences often become stressed and
dissatisfied, which may lead to burnout (Billingsley, 1993). The results of this study
indicate that there is a correlation between high personal teaching efficacy and teaching
efficacy, low depersonalization, and high personal accomplishment among authoritative
teachers.
Limitations
Many limitations and confounding variables suggest that the results of this study
cannot be generalized across all situations. First, the very nature of the data collection
using questionnaires indicates that all information is provided through self-report.
Misunderstanding questions, reading too much into questions, and false answers can
skew results.
A second limitation is the low number of participants. Results for this study
cannot be generalized for all authoritative special education teachers. Any correlations
and relationships found in this study cannot be comprehensive.
A third limitation is that all of the participants in this study are authoritative. The
very nature of such teachers would be to find time to complete and return the surveys.
Also, because other disciplinary styles were not represented, burnout and efficacy could
not be compared across the different disciplinary models, as was the original intent of
the study.
A final limitation is the time of year. As it is the end of the year with the
Virginia Standards of Learning and the renewal of Individual Education Plans on the
minds of special education teachers, they may have been feeling higher degrees of
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burnout and lower levels of efficacy than they might have felt if it were the beginning or
middle of the school year.

Suggestions for Further Research
The information provided in this study could be used for further research in these
areas. One might want to study teachers' disciplinary style, degree of burnout, and level
of self-efficacy over time in a longitudinal study across age groups and service time.
One might also want to study correlations among the variables used in this study and
grades taught, area of special education, and gender. Finally, since parental and teaching
disciplinary styles are so closely related, one may want to investigate correlations
between the two to see if teachers use the same models at home as they do at school.
Further research could help professionals in education better understand disciplinary
models, burnout, and self-efficacy and how these variables affect the quality of
education.

Conclusions and Implications
The special education teacher shortage has been a problem in schools for years,
yet students with disabilities need high quality, effective instruction and management
now more than ever. By decreasing the burnout rate of teachers, schools might be able
to maintain a quality staff and school in which students receive appropriate instruction
and stability.
The teachers who subscribe to the authoritative style of discipline are usually
those who have a higher sense of self-efficacy and a lower risk of burnout. If teachers
could be taught the strategies, techniques, and implications involved in implementing
the authoritative style, they may be more willing to adopt and use the methods in their
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classroom, feel more confident and efficacious about themselves and the profession, and
have a lower risk of burnout. In-services might be used for existing teachers, but it is
most important that preservice teachers are taught appropriate behavior management. If
teachers come into the profession with high levels of efficacy and ideas of authoritative
management, they will have a lower risk of burnout and students and schools will
benefit.
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February 7, 2002
Dr. John Doe
Public School System
123 School Road
Leaming, VA 12345
Dear Dr. Doe:
I am a graduate student at Longwood College, and I am currently conducting a study on
secondary special education teachers and their risk of burnout. More specifically, I am
investigating the relationship between a teacher's disciplinary style and his or her rate of
burnout. More and more teachers seem to be leaving the profession because they are
unhappy in the schools for a number ·of reasons. One of the most prominent causes of
burnout among special education teachers is student misbehavior. I propose that if teachers
use a directive, authoritative style of discipline in their classrooms, then students will exhibit
more behaviors that are positive, and the teachers' risk of burnout will decrease. Upon the
completion of this study, we might better understand what teachers should do to elicit better
behavior from their students and thus reduce the risk of stress and frustration among students
and teachers in the classroom.
Your school division has been randomly chosen to participate in this study. I have also
randomly chosen one high school from your school division to participate. Upon your
approval, I will send a letter and questionnaires to the principal at the high school, and three
second ary special education teachers will be randomly selected by the principal to complete
the questionnaires. The selected high school in your district is One High School. No names
will be used, and anonymity is ensured.
I ask that you return the enclosed permission form to me by February 18, and state whether
you are willing to allow your high school and teachers to participate in this study. Thank you
for your time and your help.
Sincerely,

Ashley E. Wall
Graduate Student
Longwood College
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February 18, 2002
Mr. Brown
One High School
2 High School Way
Learning, VA 12345
Dear Mr. Brown:
I am a graduate student at Longwood College, and I am currently conducting a study on
secondary special education teachers and their risk of burnout. More specifically, I am
investigating different disciplinary styles that teachers use, how these methods affect the
teachers' likelihood of being burned out, arid how this relates to teacher self-efficacy. Upon
completion of this study, we might better understand what teachers can do to elicit more
positive behaviors from their students and thus reduce the risk of stress and frustration among
students and teachers in the classroom.
Pennission has been granted from your superintendent, «Superintendent», and your school
has been randomly selected to participate in this study. Three special education teachers
from your high school will complete three questionnaires for data collection. These three
teachers should be certified to teach children with learning disabilities, emotional and
behavioral disorders, and/or mild/moderate mental retardation. They should have at least two
years of special education experience. The questionnaires will provide me with information
about the teachers' disciplinary styles, their risk of burnout, and their sense of self-efficacy. I
have enclosed three questionnaire sets and three self-addressed stamped envelopes. I request
that you assign a number to each of your special education teachers who meet the above
criteria, randomly select three of these teachers, and ask them to complete and return the
questionnaires by March 18. No names will be used, and anonymity is ensured.
I appreciate your willingness to help with this study. Hopefully the results will help teachers
understand how to make a more accommodating classroom for both themselves and their
students. Should you have any questions regarding this study, please feel free to contact me
at 434-395-2013.
Sincerely,

Ashley E. Wall
Graduate Student
Longwood College
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February 18, 2002

Dear Sir or Madrun:
I am a graduate student at Longwood College, and I run currently conducting a study on
secondary special education teachers and their risk of burnout. More specifically, I am
investigating different disciplinary styles that teachers use, how these methods affect the
teachers' likelihood of becoming burned out, and the teachers' sense of self-efficacy. Upon
completion of this study, we might better understand what. teachers can do to elicit more
positive behaviors from their students and thus reduce the risk of stress and frustration among
students and teachers in the classroom.
Permission has been granted from your superintendent, and your school division and high
school have been randomly selected to· participate in this study. Your principal randomly
selected you, under my specific directions, to complete this questionnaire. The surveys will
be used to collect demographic data, information about your specific disciplinary style,
information about your sense of self-efficacy, and information about your risk of burnout.
Please be honest and state exactly how you feel for each question. No names will be used,
and anonymity is ensured.
Please complete and return this questionnaire by March 18. It will take about twenty-five
minutes to complete. I appreciate your willingness to take time to help with this study.
Sincerely,

AshleyE. Wall
Graduate Student
Longwood College
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Demographic Information

Male

Please circle:

Female

Your Age: ___________________________

What area of special education do you teach? Please circle all that apply.
Learning Disabilities

Emotional and Behavioral Disorders

Mild/Moderate Mental Retardation

What grade(s) do you teach? ---------------------

How many classes do you teach each day? _ _________ ______

How many years have you been teaching in special
education?---------------------------
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Authority Questionnaire

The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information about your feelings of
authority in the classroom. Please read each statement carefully and think about how it
applies to you and your students in your classroom.
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your personal opinion about each statement by

circling the appropriate response at the right of each statement.
1 :::;Strongly Agree
2:::;Moderately Agree
3:::;Neutral
4:::;Moderately Disagree
5=Strongly Disagree

1. I feel that my students should have their way in the classroom as often as I do.
1 2 3 4 5
2. Even if they don't agree with me, I force my students to conform to what I think
1 2 3 4 5
is right.
3. When I tell my students to do something, I expect them to do it immediately
1 2 3 4 5
without asking any questions.
4. When I establish classroom policy, I discuss the reasoning behind the policy with
1 2 3 4 5
my students.
5. I always encourage verbal give-and-take whenever my students feel that the
1 2 3 4 5
classroom rules and restrictions are unreasonable.
6. I let my students make up their own minds and do what they want to do, even if
1 2 3 4 5
I disagree with what they might want.
7. I do not allow my students to question any of my decisions.

1 2 3 4 5

8. I use reasoning and discipline when I oversee my students' activities and make
decisions for them.
1 2 3 4 5
9. I use force with my students in order to get them to behave the way they are
supposed to.
1 2 3 4 5
10. I make my students obey the classroom rules and regulations simply because I
establish them.
1 2 3 4 5
11. I let my students know what I expect of them, but they are also free to discuss
1 2 3 4 5
any expectations that seem unreasonable to them.
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12. I seldom give my students expectations and guidelines for their behavior.
1 2 3 4 5
13. I consistently give my students direction and guidance in a rational and
1 2 3 4 5
objective way.
14. I get very upset if my students try to disagree with me.

1 2 3 4 5

15. I do NOT restrict my students' activities, decisions, and desires.

1 2 3 4 5

16. I let my students know what behavior I expect of them, and if they don't meet
1 2 3 4 5
these expectations, I punish them.
17. I allow my students to decide most things for themselves, without a lot of
direction from me.
1 2 3 4 5
18. I do not view myself as responsible for directing and guiding my students'
behaviors.
1 2 3 4 5
19. I expect my students to follow my directions, but I am always willing to discuss
these directions with them.
1 2 3 4 5
20. I allow my students to form their own points of view and to decide for
1 2 3 4 5
themselves what behaviors they choose to use.
21. I strictly and forcibly deal with my students when they don't do what they are
supposed to do.
1 2 3 4 5
22. I tell my students what behaviors and activities they can do, but I understand
1 2 3 4 5
when they disagree with me.
23. Ifl make a decision that hurts my students, I am willing to discuss that decision
1 2 3 4 5
with them and to admit it if I made a mistake.

J. R. Buri, 1991
Journal of Personality Assessment, 57(1)
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Teacher Efficacy Scale

A number of statements about organizations, people, and teaching are presented below.
The purpose is to gather information regarding the actual attitudes of educators
concerning these statements. There are no correct or incorrect answers. I am interested
only in your frank opinions. Your responses will remain confidential.
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your personal opinion about each statement by
circling the appropriate response at the right of each statement.
1 =Strongly Agree
2=Moderately Agree
3=Agree slightly more than disagree
4=Disagree slightly more than agree
S=Moderately Disagree
6=Strongly Disagree

1. When a student does better than usual, many times it is because I exert a little extra
123456
effort.
2. The hours in my class have little influence on students compared to the influence of
1 23456
their home environment.
3. The amount a student can learn is primarily related to family background.

123456

4. If students aren't disciplined at home, they aren't likely to accept any discipline.
123456
5. I have enough training to deal with almost any learning problem.

123456

6. When a student is having difficulty with an assignment, I am usually able to adjust it
123456
to his/her level.
7. When a student gets a better grade than he/she usually gets, it is usually because I
123456
found better ways of teaching that student.
8. When I really try, I can get through to most difficult students.

123456

9. A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve because a student's home
123456
environment has a large influence on his/her achievement.
I

I

10. Teachers are not a very powerful influence on student achievement when al( factors
are considered.
12 3 456
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11. When the grades of my students improve, it is usually because I found more
effective approaches.
12 3456
12. If a student masters a new concept quickly, this might be because I knew the
necessary steps in teaching that concept.
123456
13. If parents would do more for their children, I could do more.

123456

14. If a student did not remember information I gave in a previous lesson, I would know
123456
how to increase his/her retention in the next lesson.
15. The influences of a student's home experiences can be overcome by good teaching.
123456
16. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel assured that I know
some techniques to redirect him/her quickly.
123456
17. Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach many students.
123456
18 . If one of my students couldn't do a class assignment, I would be able to accurately
123456
assess whether the assignment was at the correct level of difficulty.
19. If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated
123456
students.
20. When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can't do much because most of a
student's motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment.
123456
21. Some students need to be placed in slower groups so they are not subjected to
unrealistic expectations.
123456
22. My teacher training program and/or experience has given me the necessary skills to
be an effective teacher.
123456

From:
Woolfolk, A. E., & Hoy, W. K. (1990). Prospective teachers' sense of efficacy and
beliefs about control. Journal of Educational Psychology, 82, 8 1-91.
Originally based on the Teacher Efficacy Scale developed by
S. Gibson & M. Dembo (198 4). Teacher Efficacy: a construct validation. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 76,
569-582.
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Christina Mas/ach • Susan E. Jackson • Richard L. Schwab
Educators Survey

The purpose of this survey is to discover how educators view their job and the people
with whom they work closely.
On the following page there are 22 statements of job-related feelings. Please read each
statement carefully and decide if you ever feel this way about your job. If you have
never had this feeling, write a "O" (zero) in the space before the statement. If you have
had this feeling, indicate how often you feel it by writing the number (from 1 to 6) that
best describes how frequently you feel that way. An example is shown below.
Example:
HOWOFTEN:

0

1

A few
times
a year
or less

Never

2
Once a
month
or less

3

4

5

6

A few
times a
month

Once
a
week

A few
times
a week

Every
day

HOW OFTEN
0-6

Statement:
I feel depressed at work.

If you never feel depressed at work, you would write the number "O" (zero) under the
heading "HOW OFTEN." If you rarely feel depressed at work (a few times a year or
less), you would write the number "1." If your feelings of depression are fairly frequent
(a few times a week, but not daily) you would write a "5."

Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc.
3803 E. Bayshore Road• Palo Alto, CA 94303
Published by Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc ("CPP"), 3803 E Bayshore Road, Pa.lo Alto, California 94303.
Educators Survey C 1986 by Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc This copyrighted publication is not offered for sale, it is for
licensed use only, and then only by quslified professionals whose qualifications are on file with and have been accepted by CPP CPP
reserves all nghts beyond the limited scope of this license, including, without limitation, all rights under US and international
copyright and trademark laws No portion of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retneval system, or transmitted in any
form or media or by any means, electronic, mecnsnicai, pnotocopying, recoraing or omerwise, wanout me poor written permission of
CPP This copyrighted publication may not be resold, sublicensed, exported, redistributed, otherwise transferred, or used in any
manner by any party other than the person or entity to whom t s licensed for use by CPP, any v,olat,on of these rcstrictons may
nfimge CPP's copynght under 17 USC §106(3), and any such violation shall automatically terminate any license to use this
publication Printed in the United States of Amenca 04 03 02 01 22 21 20 19
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HOWOFTEN:
Never
HOW OFTEN
0-6
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.

22.

1
A few times
a year
or less

0

2
Once a
month
or less

3
A few
times a
month

4

Once
a
week

5
A few
times
a week

6
Every
day

Statements:
I feel emotionally drained from my work.
I feel used up at the end of the workday.
I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face
another day on the job.
I can easily understand how my students feel about things.
I feel I treat some students as if they were impersonal objects.
Working with people all day is really a strain for me.
I deal very effectively with the problems of my students.
I feel burned out from my work.
I feel I'm positively influencing other peoples lives through my
work.
I've become more callous toward people since I took this job.
I worry that this job is hardening me emotionally.
I feel very energetic.
I feel frustrated by my job.
I feel I'm working too hard on my job.
I don't really care what happens to some students.
'Working with people directly puts too much stress on me.
I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my students.
I feel exhilarated after working closely with my students.
I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job.
I feel like I'm at the end of my rope.
In my work, I deal with emotional problems very calmly.
I feel students blame me for some of their problems.

(Administrative use only)

cat.

cat.

cat.

EE: --- ---DP: --- ---PA: -- --
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Table 1

Teaching Efficacy and Burnout Descriptive Statistics
Mean

Standard Deviation

N

TE

3.937

0.889

27

AVGEE

2.132

1.053

27

AVGDP

0.829

0.703

27

AVGPA

4.866

0.765

27

Variable
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Table 2
Corre1 at1ons
.
Among Teaching Efficacy and Burnout
Pearson Correlation

Significance (1-tailed)

N

TE

AVGEE

AVGDP

AVGPA

TE

1.000

0.004

-0.367

0.366

AVGEE

0.004

1.000

0.262

-0.196

AVGDP

-0.367

0.262

1.000

-0.218

AVGPA

-0.196

-0.218

l.000

TE

0.366
-

0.492

0.030

0.030

AVGEE

0.492

-

0.163

AVGDP

0.030

0.093

0.093
-

AVGPA

0.030

0.163

0.138

0.138
-

TE

27

27

27

27

AVGEE

27

27

27

27

AVGDP

27

27

27

27

AVGPA

27

27

27

27
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Table 3

Summary of Regression Analysis for
Teaching Efficacy and Burnout Variables (N = 27)
Variable

Beta

t

p

AVGEE

0.156

0.822

0.420

AVGDP

-0.338

-1.770

0.090

AVGPA

0.323

1.720

0.099
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Table 4

Personal Teaching Efficacy and Burnout Descriptive Statistics
Variable

Mean

Standard Deviation

N

PE

4.637

0.695

27

AVGEE

2.132

1.053

27

AVGDP

0.829

0.703

27

AVGPA

4.866

0.765

27
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Table 5

Correlat1ons
.
Among Persona l Teaching Efficacy an dBurnout
Pearson Correlation

Significance ( I-tailed)

N

PE

AVGEE

AVGDP

AVGPA

PE

1.000

-0.038

-0.382

0.593

AVGEE

-0.038

1.000

0.262

-0.196

AVGDP

-0.382

0.262

1.000

-0.218

AVGPA

0.593

-0.196

-0.218

1.000

0.426

0.025

0.001

0.093

0.163

PE

-

AVGEE

0.426

AVGDP

0.025

0.093

-

AVGPA

0.001

0.163

0.138

PE

27

27

27

27

AVGEE

27

27

27

27

AVGDP

27

27

27

27

AVGPA

27

27

27

27

-

0.138

-
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Table 6

Summary of Regression Analysis for Personal
Teaching Efficacy and Burnout Variables (N = 27)
Variable

Beta

t

p

AVGEE

0.150

0.917

0.369

AVGDP

-0.300

-1.823

0.081

AVGPA

0.557

3.443

0.002
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